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Global  Warming: 

We  Can't  Wait 

By  Joe  Volk 

Human  beings  today  face  a  problem  that  requires  a  new  way  of 
thinking,  a  new  way  of  living,  and  a  new  attitude  from  Con¬ 
gress  about  solving  problems  instead  of  just  debating  them. 

Human  civilization  as  we  now  know  it  has  been  built  on  an 
unstable  and  dangerous  foundation:  fossil  fuels.  Fossil  fuels  fed 
the  industrial  revolution,  created  industrial-strength  agriculture 
that  produced  cheap  food,  brought  us  the  internal  combustion 
engine  that  laid  the  foundation  for  cheap  transportation,  and 
spurred  other  manufacturing  innovation.  All  these  develop¬ 
ments  promised  a  brighter  future. 

Now  we  see  that  this  brighter  future  is  also  hotter.  We  hu¬ 
man  beings  are  the  first  species  to  exert  so  much  pressure  on 
the  Earth  that  the  planet  has  heated  up.  If  our  country  and  the 
international  community  do  not  act  now  to  mitigate  the  nega¬ 
tive  effects  of  global  warming  and  to  dramatically  diminish  the 
human  contribution  to  global  warming,  the  consequences  will 
be  dire. 

Virtually  all  people,  every  nation,  and  our  entire  biosphere  face 
one  looming  existential  threat:  the  future  impact  of  human- 
caused  global  warming.  Watching  the  cable  or  broadcast  news, 
you'd  think  that  the  existential  threat  was  from  hard-working 
immigrants,  a  handful  of  al  Qaeda  extremists,  from  Wall  Street, 
or  from  BP's  Gulf  Oil  "spill."  All  those  matters  do  need  atten¬ 
tion,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  focusing  on  the  one  thing  that 
threatens  our  species  and  many  others:  human-caused  global 
warming. 

Some  scientists  project  that  the  human  species  could  suffer 
catastrophe  by  or  before  the  22nd  century.  Even  if  that  is  too 
pessimistic  and  life  is  "only"  dramatically  changed  in  the  next 
century,  we  have  cause  for  action.  In  the  last  century,  the  best 
and  brightest  scientific  minds  focused  on  winning  the  space  race 
and  getting  humans  to  the  moon.  In  this  century,  the  next  gen¬ 
eration  of  minds  needs  to  focus  on  the  human  race  and  keeping 
us  alive  on  our  own  planet. 

{continued  on  page  3) 


Page  2 


FCNL  Washington  Newsletter,  July/August  2010 


Climate  and  Conflict 


The  FRIENDS  COMMITTEE 
ON  NATIONAL  LEGISLATION 

(FCNL),  a  nonpartisan  Quaker  lobby 
in  the  public  interest,  seeks  to  follow 
the  leadings  of  the  Spirit  as  it  speaks 
for  itself  and  for  like-minded  Friends. 
Views  expressed  in  FCNL's  Washington 
Newsletter  are  guided  by  the  Legislative 
Policy  Statement,  which  is  prepared 
and  approved  by  FCNL's  General 
Committee.  FCNL  includes  Friends  ap¬ 
pointed  by  26  Friends  yearly  meetings 
and  by  nine  other  Friends  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States. 

Clerk:  Dorsey  Green 
Assistant  Clerk:  Hal  Wright 
Executive  Secretary:  Joe  Volk 

The  FCNL  Washington  Newsletter  is 
published  six  times  a  year. 

The  Washington  Newsletter  is  sent  free 
upon  request  and  automatically  to 
current  donors.  It  can  be  found  in  the 
EBSCOhost  databases. 


While  the  United  States  is  one  of  the  world's  largest  emitters  of  green¬ 
house  gases,  less-developed  nations  will  feel  the  earliest  and  most  dra¬ 
matic  effects  of  global  warming. 


Many  less-developed  countries  already  struggle  to  overcome  poverty, 
poor  governance,  and  ongoing  violent  conflict.  Now,  they  will  also  be 
hard-hit  by  desertification,  dramatic  weather  events,  rising  sea  levels,  and 
a  reduction  in  agricultural  production  due  to  unpredictable  weather. 


Increased  competition  to  secure  resources  and  meet  basic  human  needs 
and  the  forced  eviction  of  coastal  communities  by  rising  sea  levels  are 
likely  to  exacerbate  societal  and  cross-border  tensions.  In  some  cases, 
these  tensions  will  lead  to  violent  conflict. 


The  Pentagon's  2010  Quadrennial  Defense  Review,  which  outlines  long¬ 
term  strategic  plans  for  the  military,  identifies  the  effects  of  global  warm¬ 
ing  as  a  "threat  multiplier"  around  the  globe.  The  report  notes,  "While 
climate  change  alone  does  not  cause  conflict,  it  may  act  as  an  accelerant  of 
instability  or  conflict,  placing  a  burden  to  respond  on  civilian  institutions 
and  militaries  around  the  world." 
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Large  print  and  audiotape  versions  of 
the  Washington  Newsletter  are  available 
upon  request.  The  Washington  News¬ 
letter  is  available  in  microform  from 
National  Archive  Publishing  Co.,  P.O. 
Box  998, 300  Zebe  Rd.,  Ann  Arbor,  MI 
48106-0998. 

Reprinting  Washington  Newsletter 
items;  We  encourage  our  readers  to 
copy  and  distribute  items  from  FCNL's 
Washington  Newsletter.  When  doing  so, 
please  include  the  following  credit: 

"Reprinted  from  the  Washington 
Newsletter,  [issue  #,  month  and  year] 
published  by  the  Friends  Committee  on 
National  Legislation." 

We  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy 
w'ith  a  brief  note  indicating  how/where 
the  item  was  used  and  the  approximate 
numbers  of  copies  distributed. 


Through  the  State  Department,  Treasury  Department,  U.S.  Agency  for  In¬ 
ternational  Development  (USAID),  and  other  existing  agencies,  the  Obama 
administration  has  begun  developing  ways  to  help  vulnerable  nations 
adapt  to  a  changing  climate.  These  programs  both  directly  address  issues 
like  food  security  and  poverty  alleviation  and  also  help  communities  cope 
with  the  effects  of  global  warming.  However,  much  more  investment  is 
needed. 


One  of  the  most  important  steps  Congress  can  take  would  be  to  pass 
comprehensive  energy  and  global  warming  legislation.  Vulnerable  popu¬ 
lations  at  home  and  abroad  also  need  immediate  help  to  adapt  to  the 
current,  irreversible  effects  of  global  warming  and  reduce  the  potential  for 
violent  conflict  over  resources.  B 


Come  to  FCNL's  2010  Annual  Meeting! 

Save  the  date  for  the  2010  FCNL  Annual  Meeting  in  Washington, 
DC.  This  year's  meeting  begins  Thursday  evening,  November  11 
and  ends  at  noon  on  Sunday,  November  14.  This  year’s  lobby  day 
will  be  on  Monday,  November  15. 

The  agenda  includes  meetings  for  worship  to  consider  the 
Executive  Committee's  recommendation  of  a  new  Executive 
Secretary  and  for  discernment  leading  to 
FCNL's  Legislative  Priorities  for  the  112th  A 

Congress.  ^  ^ 

For  more  information  and  to  register,  mm 

visit  our  website  at 

www.fcnl.org/annualmeeting  ; 


Friends  Committee  on 
National  Legislation 
245  Second  Street,  NE 
Washington,  EX:  20002-5795 
Phone:  202-547-6000 
800-630-1330 
Fax:  202-547-6019 
Legislative  Action  Message: 
202-547-4343 
email:  fcnl@fcnl.org  j- 
website:  www.fcnl.org 
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Global  Warming  (Continued  from  page  1) 

To  many  people,  this  sounds  like  a  contemporary 
version  of  the  old  apocalyptic  "the  end  of  the  world  is 
coming."  This  adage,  repeatedly  proven  false,  is  the 
preaching  of  religious  fanatics.  People  are  right  to  be 
skeptical  of  anyone  who  screams  "end  of  the  world!" 
but  global  warming  redefines  what  it  means  to  be 
apocalyptic.  Until  now,  apocalyptic  religious  thought 
has  been  theological  and  about  a  metaphor  that  inter¬ 
preted  the  political  world.  Now,  apocalyptic  thought 
is  scientific  and  interprets  the  existential  world.  The 
world's  scientists  and  the  scientific  community  as 
a  whole  warn  us  that  we  need  to  curb  greenhouse 
gases  to  450  (and  many  now  say  350)  parts  per  mil¬ 
lion  as  soon  as  possible  to  avert  disaster. 

Nothing  in  evolution  or  in  human  history  prepares 
us  to  think  and  act  in  ways  appropriate  to  this  unique 
situation.  Never  before  has  the  activity  of  human 
beings  broadly  threatened  the  continued  existence  of 
human  beings,  with  the  exception  of  the  development 
of  nuclear  weapons. 

The  United  States,  as  a  historically  large  emitter 
of  greenhouse  gases,  should  be  at  the  forefront  of 
addressing  the  problem.  The  problem  is  also  inter¬ 
national:  China  is  now  the  largest  producer  of  green¬ 
house  gases.  The  international  community  should  act 
to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  address  the 
instabilities  and  conflicts  that  are  already  arising  as  a 
result  of  the  warming  planet.  As  Martin  Luther  King 
said,  we  all  survive  together  or  we  die  together,  but, 
this  time,  the  "we"  is  the  entire  human  race. 

"Most  of  Us  Just  Don't  Get  It" 

I  had  lunch  with  a  Friend  in  Cincinnati  last  April. 
Peter  Seidel  and  I  talked  about  Congress  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  policy.  Peter  carries  a  strong  concern  that 
most  of  us  just  don't  get  it.  Don't  get  what?  That 
we  have  only  a  short  time  to  take  big  initiatives  to 
mitigate  the  coming  impact  of  human-caused  global 
warming.  Peter  has  tried  to  use  his  knowledge  of 
science  and  engineering  to  tell  a  story  of  what  might 
happen  if  we  don't  act  now.  His  cautionary  tale  is  the 
new  novel  2045:  A  Story  of  Our  Future.  Lester  Brown, 
President  of  the  Earth  Policy  Institute,  says  Peter's 
novel  "gives  us  a  sense  of  what  life  will  be  like  in  the 
future  if  we  stay  with  our  business-as-usual  policies. 
It  is  an  insightful,  revealing  read." 
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A  Plan  for  a  Sustainable  Future 

Can  all  of  the  world's  energy  be  supplied  by  water,  wind, 
and  solar  resources  by  2030? 

An  intriguing  analysis  by  scientists  Mark  Z.  Jacobson 
and  Mark  A.  Delucchi  published  in  the  November 
2009  issue  of  Scientific  American  suggests  that  the 
answer  could  be  yes. 

They  argue  that  these  three  sources,  including 
geothermal,  could  generate  plenty  of  power  to  meet 
worldwide  demand.  A  system  designed  for  a  combi¬ 
nation  of  different  power  types  can  provide  energy 
on  demand,  and  at  a  lower  total  cost,  than  fossil  fuel 
or  other  more  carbon-intensive  sources  like  etha¬ 
nol,  nuclear  power,  or  coal  with  carbon  capture  and 
sequestration. 

They  state,  "Our  plan  calls  for  millions  of  wind  tur¬ 
bines,  water  machines  and  solar  installations.  The 
numbers  are  large,  but  the  scale  is  not  an  insur¬ 
mountable  hurdle;  society  has  achieved  massive 
transformations  before." 

The  technology  exists.  The  question  is  how  to  over¬ 
come  the  political  obstacles.  Getting  off  fossil  fuel 
will  not  be  easy.  It  will  hurt  some  business  sectors 
and  cause  unemployment  in  key  energy-producing 
states.  Given  the  magnitude  of  the  problem  the 
planet  faces,  isn't  it  worth  persuading  our  elected 
leaders  to  come  up  with  a  plan  to  address  these 
problems  and  move  the  United  States  towards  this 
kind  of  feasible  clean  energy  economy? 

This  article,  "A  Path  to  Sustainable  Energy  by  2030,"  is  available  for 
purchase  on  the  Scientific  American  website  at  www.scientifi- 
camerican.com/article.cfm?id=a-path-to-sustainable-energy- 
by-2030.  The  cost  is  $7.95. 


I'll  just  say  that  our  species,  hydrocarbon  human 
kind,  is  toast,  if  we  continue  business  as  usual.  Hy¬ 
drocarbon  human  kind  will  survive  if  we  do  take  the 
steps  necessary  to  mitigate  the  damage  from  human- 
caused  global  warming.  Sustainable  human  kind  is 
the  only  version  of  our  species  that  can  make  it  into 
the  future. 

If  you  follow  Congress  on  the  problem  of  global 
warming,  you've  heard  either  that  "climate  change 
isn't  really  a  problem  and  we  don't  need  to  do  any¬ 
thing  about  it"  or  that  "climate  change  really  is  a  prob¬ 
lem  but  we  have  to  be  realistic  what  to  do  about  it." 

(continued  on  page  4) 


Page  4 


FCNL  Washington  Newsletter,  July/ August  2010 


Global  Warming  (Continued  from  page  3) 

What's  wrong  with  Congress  on  the  problem  of 
human-caused  global  warming?  It  isn't  addressing 
the  problem  of  global  warming  as  though  our  lives 
are  at  stake.  You  might  think  members  of  Congress 
were  arguing  whether  to  redecorate  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  room.  Do  they  read  the  science? 
Don't  they  know  we're  not  talking  just  about  polar 
bears,  but  also  the  loss  of  countless  human  lives  and 
our  planet's  survival  as  a  hospitable  place  to  live? 

If  Congress  doesn't  believe  that  human-caused  global 
warming  threatens  the  future  of  our  species,  then 
maybe  they  can  see  reason  to 
take  bold  action  on  more  "prac¬ 
tical"  grounds.  Peter  Marber, 
head  of  a  global  asset  man¬ 
agement  division  for  HSBC, 
puts  the  problem  this  way  in 
his  book  Seeing  the  Elephant: 

Understandmg  Globalization  from 
Trunk  to  Tail:  "Fossil  fuel  de¬ 
pendence  concentrates  wealth 
in  a  few  geopolitical  hotspots 
and  produces  greenhouse  emissions,  both  of  which 
jeopardize  the  capitalist  peace." 

Exercise  Hope  for  a  Heated  Planet 

Given  my  assumptions  about  the  magnitude  of  the 
global  warming  problem  and  its  dire  consequences  if 
we  continue  business  as  usual,  you  might  think  I'm 
a  pessimist.  On  the  contrary.  I'm  optimistic.  I  think 
that  science  and  technology  can  provide  solutions  in 
time;  we  human  beings  can  adapt;  and  putting  our 
hydrocarbon  civilization  behind  us  and  building  a 
sustainable  civilization  will  be  a  major  advance  for 
the  quality  of  life  for  our  species.  I  think  sustainable 
human  kind  will  prosper.  The  lack  of  political  will  is 
the  main  obstacle  to  laying  to  rest  our  hydrocarbon- 
based  civilization. 

Only  mobilized  nationwide  movements  of  concerned 
ordinary  people  can  provide  the  political  will. 

Our  friend  and  colleague.  Bob  Musil,  wrote  Hope  for 
a  Heated  Planet.  Bob  says  that  he  and  other  environ¬ 
mentalists  missed  an  important  step  on  their  way 
to  making  the  Kyoto  Treaty.  They  didn't  take  along 
masses  of  us  ordinary  people.  Without  a  sustained 
popular  demand  for  sensible  environmental  and 


energy  policies,  the  special  interests  won;  our  system 
failed  us  and  future  generations.  The  remedy  is  to 
use  our  system  of  government  to  succeed  with  a  plan 
for  sustainable  energy  by  2030.  That  remedy  depends 
on  you  and  your  neighbors  taking  action. 

We  need  a  mass  of  people  who  are  hot  under  the 
collar  about  Congress  doing  nothing  to  address 
human-caused  global  warming  or  passing  cap  and 
trade  schemes  full  of  loopholes  that  might  make  the 
situation  worse.  We  need  people  talking  to  Congress 
about  the  serious  problems  that  global  warming  is 
causing  and  demanding  that  Congress  act.  Conflict, 
human  and  animal  migrations,  melting  glaciers,  and 
the  growing  divide  between 
the  haves  and  have-nots  are 
just  some  of  the  current  con¬ 
sequences  of  human-caused 
g’obal  warming. 

The  mantra  "let's  be  realistic" 
really  has  meant  "let's  not 
face  the  fact  that  fossil  fuel 
energy  producing  states  and 
corporations  are  either  going 
to  change  what  they  sell  or  go  out  of  business."  Not 
facing  that  reality  is  not  "realistic."  It's  "unrealistic." 
The  writing  is  on  the  wall  for  eventual  decarboniza¬ 
tion  of  the  global  economy.  The  question  is  whether 
U.S.  industry  is  going  to  lead  or  pull  up  the  rear. 

(continued  on  page  5) 


AN  EARTH  RESTORED. 

That's  why  we  cut  through  the  jargon  to  help  you 
understand  what  really  counts  in  environmental 
legislation. 

That's  why  we  are  lobbying  for  a  fair,  simple,  and 
effective  bill  to  cut  greenhouse  gas  emissions  -  the 
bipartisan  CLEAR  Act. 

We  are  counting  on  you  to  help.  Will  you  join  with  us 
and  send  a  special  gift  today? 


Mail  your  check  to  FCNL,  245  Second  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC,  20002. 

Donate  online  at  www.fcni.org/give 


Only  mobilized  nationwide 
movements  of  concerned 
ordinary  people  can  provide 
the  political  will. 
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Global  Warming  (Continued  from  page  4) 

Congress  should  also  face  the  reality  that  making 
changes  now  will  seem  like  nothing  compared  to  the 
massive  changes  that  they  will  be  forced  to  consider 
if  they  wait  for  20  or  30  years  to  change  course.  Those 
changes  will  make  a  problem  like  the  federal  budget 
deficit  look  small  in  comparison. 

Without  the  support  and  votes  of  coal  and  oil  produc¬ 
ing  states  and  of  political  parties  and  elected  officials 
who  feed  at  energy  corporation  troughs,  we  would  be 
unrealistic  to  think  that  Congress  is  going  to  exercise 
political  will  right  now.  We  have  to  mobilize  masses 
of  people  to  lobby  now,  if  we're  going  to  create  a  sus¬ 
tainable  civilization  in  time  to  make  a  difference. 

As  is  true  so  often,  the  people  are  ahead  of  members 
of  Congress  here.  Communities  and  states  across 
the  country  are  thinking  long-term  and  investing  in 
more  sustainable  ways  of  living.  Schools,  churches, 
businesses,  and  organizations  like  FCNL  are  build¬ 
ing  "green."  These  kinds  of  choices,  by  themselves, 
won't  be  enough  to  create  a  sustainable  civilization, 
but  they  can  help  show  members  of  Congress  and 
opinion  leaders  what  is  possible  and  what  people  are 
already  willing  to  do,  without  leadership  from  our 
federal  government,  to  chip  away  at  global  warming. 

What  George  Fox  said  in  his  journal  is  often  quoted; 
"Be  patterns,  be  examples  in  all  countries,  places,  is¬ 
lands,  nations  wherever  you  come;  that  your  carriage 
and  life  may  preach  among  all  sorts  of  people,  and  to 
them;  then  you  will  come  to  walk  cheerfully  over  the 
world,  answering  that  of  God  in  everyone;  whereby 
in  them  you  may  be  a  blessing,  and  make  the  wit¬ 
ness  of  God  in  them  to  bless  you."  This  is  an  instance 
where  being  an  example  can  help  move  your  elected 
officials  to  action.  Invite  them  to  see  what  you're  do¬ 
ing,  and,  while  they're  there,  ask  them  to  do  more. 

Right  now,  we  need  to  get  Congress  to  take  us  on 
a  first  step  on  our  journey  from  our  hydrocarbon 
civilization  towards  our  sustainable  future.  We  have 
many  more  steps  to  take  through  another  generation 
or  two  before  that  journey's  end,  but  our  job  today  is 
to  persuade  Congress  to  take  those  first  steps  in  the 
right  direction,  toward  an  Earth  Restored.  Q 
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Questions  for  Candidates 
in  the  201 0  Elections 


Despite  the  mounting  evidence  of  the 
causes  and  consequences  of  global 
warming,  some  politicians  continue  to 
deny  the  need  for  action.  Do  you  be¬ 
lieve  that  human-caused  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  are  warming  the  Earth 
and  will  negatively  affect  our  health 
and  welfare? 

Global  warming  threatens  the  survival 
of  the  planet  as  we  know  it.  Working 
together,  the  United  States  and  other 
nations  have  the  resources  to  address 
global  warming  by  creating  a  new  green 
global  economy.  Will  you  support 
legislation,  such  as  the  CLEAR  Act,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senators  Maria  Cantwell 
and  Susan  Collins  in  the  current  Con¬ 
gress,  which  would  provide  simple, 
fair,  and  effective  means  to  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  pollution? 

Congress  has  so  far  failed  to  enact  car¬ 
bon-capping  legislation,  so  the  only  tool 
currently  available  to  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  to  reduce  carbon  emissions  is  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Do  you  support  allowing 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  pollution 
by  using  the  Clean  Air  Act? 

Global  warming  is  likely  to  fuel  violent 
conflict  around  the  world  due  to  in¬ 
creased  competition  for  resources  and 
mass  migration.  Would  you  support 
U.S.  funding  to  help  vulnerable  popu¬ 
lations  at  home  and  abroad  adapt 
to  the  irreversible  effects  of  global 
warming  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
violent  conflict  over  resources? 


See  more  questions  to  ask 
the  candidates  at 

www.fcnl.org/q&a2010 


Four  Things  the 

UNL  clear  Act  Does  Right 


The  CLEAR  Act  would  reduce  US.  fossil  fuel  dependence  and  greenhouse  gas  pollution. 
Here's  why  we  think  it's  the  best  option  currently  before  Congress: 


It  puts  a  predictable,  measurable  price  on  carbon. 

Every  emitter  of  a  ton  of  fossil  fuel  carbon  dioxide  pays  an  equal  price. 
CLEAR  does  not  subsidize  nuclear  power,  coal,  renewable  energy,  or  any 
other  energy  source.  Because  the  price  is  predictable,  businesses  can 
make  long-term  decisions  that  take  the  cost  of  polluting  into  account. 


It  creates  a  disincentive  to  pollute. 

The  price  on  carbon  makes  pollution  more 
expensive  for  companies  and  consumers, 
encouraging  them  to  make  choices  that  are 
less  carbon-intensive. 


It  compensates  consumers  for  the  inevitable 
increase  in  the  price  of  carbon. 

Although  putting  a  price  on  carbon  will  increase  prices  in  the  short-term, 
more  than  70  percent  of  the  public  will  feel  no  net  financial  impact  be¬ 
cause  75  percent  of  the  pollution  revenue  collected  by  the  government  is 
returned  to  every  resident  of  the  United  States.  Congress  will  allocate  the 
remaining  25  percent  of  the  carbon  revenue  to  fund  programs  like  clean 
energy  technologies. 


It  uses  existing  government  structures  as 
much  as  possible,  minimizing  the  need  for 
new  bureaucracy. 


TAKE  ACTION: 

Ask  your  Senators  to 
cosponsor  the  bipartisan 


CLEAR  Act  (S.  2877)  at 

www.fcnl.org/CLEAR 


•  As  much  as  possible,  the  refund  of  the  carbon  revenues 
would  be  done  through  existing  government  channels, 
such  as  the  IRS  and  Social  Security  Administration. 

•  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  would  keep  the 
ability  to  set  minimum  standards  for  greenhouse  gas 
emissions. 

•  CLEAR  requires  compliance  as  high  up  in  the  economy  as 
possible  -  at  the  wellhead,  coal  mine,  or  import  point.  This 
reduces  the  administrative  burden  to  only  two  to  three 
thousand  producers. 
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Congress  &  CLEAR  (Continued  from  page  8) 

constituencies  in  the  old  fossil  fuel  industries  and 
electric  utilities  who  now  would  receive  hundreds  of 
billions  of  dollars  in  revenue  from  the  giveaways  in 
this  bill.  These  fossil  fuel  constituencies  would  have 
significant  financial  interest  in  keeping  that  money 
instead  of  passing  down  the  savings  to  consumers. 

In  the  end,  FCNL  urged  members  of  Congress  to  op¬ 
pose  this  legislation  because  it  gave  priority  to  coal 
and  other  dirty  and  dangerous  technologies  over  ef¬ 
fective  pollution  controls,  clean  energy,  and  consumer 
protections.  Furthermore,  the  bill  opened  the  door  for 
potential  Wall  Street  speculation  and  virtually  limit¬ 
less  carbon  offsets.  Nonetheless,  the  legislation  was 
approved  by  a  vote  of  219  to  212  in  June  2009. 

Senate  Cap  and  Trade:  More  of  the  Same 

Almost  a  year  after  passage  of  the  House  bill.  Sena¬ 
tors  John  Kerry  (MA)  and  Joe  Lieberman  (CT)  pre¬ 
sented  the  outlines  of  their  own  cap  and  trade  bill  in 
the  Senate.  The  Kerry-Lieberman  proposal  has  many 
of  the  same  shortcomings  as  the  House  bill. 

Kerry-Lieberman  would  make  offshore  oil  and  gas 
drilling  more  attractive  for  states  and  corporations. 
Encouraging  the  same  kind  of  drilling  that's  now 
wreaking  havoc  on  the  environment  and  economy  of 
the  Gulf  Coast  seems  imprudent. 

Kerry-Lieberman  would  require  companies  that 
produce  greenhouse  gas  pollution  to  pay  for  that  pol¬ 
lution,  but  it  would  also  artificially  prop  up  industry 
favorites  with  government  cash  handouts.  It  doesn't 
do  enough  to  protect  moderate-  and  middle-income 
people  from  the  rising  price  of  carbon. 

Kerry-Lieberman  would  gut  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency's  authority  to  regulate  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  revoke 
the  states'  ability  to  continue  innovative  programs  for 
reducing  carbon  pollution. 

The  original  argument  for  this  weak  compromise  was 
that  Democratic  and  Republican  senators  wouldn't 
be  able  to  agree  on  anything  else.  In  fact,  they  haven't 
been  able  to  agree  on  the  Kerry-Lieberman  bill,  either. 
Senator  Lindsey  Graham  initially  supported  the  con¬ 
cept,  but  the  Republican  senator  from  South  Carolina 
withdrew  that  support  before  it  was  introduced. 


The  Better  Approach 

A  better  way  is  the  CLEAR  Act,  sponsored  by  a  bipar¬ 
tisan  team.  This  legislation  establishes  a  predictable, 
rising  price  for  carbon  dioxide  pollution  that  would 
spur  private  sector  investment  in  energy  conserva¬ 
tion.  The  legislation  then  refunds  most  of  the  revenue 
collected  from  this  legislation  directly  back  to  con¬ 
sumers  (see  page  6  for  more  information  on  CLEAR). 

The  contrast  between  CLEAR  and  the  cap  and  trade 
legislation  couldn't  be  stronger. 

The  CLEAR  Act  does  not  have  the  kinds  of  loopholes, 
exemptions,  and  poorly-regulated  offsets  that  would 
undermine  the  intent  of  the  framers  of  the  cap  and 
trade  bill. 

The  CLEAR  Act,  as  introduced,  is  a  simple,  straight¬ 
forward  bill  that  is  just  40  pages  long  -  a  fraction  of 
the  impossibly  complex  1400-page  cap  and  trade  bill 
that  passed  the  House. 

Most  importantly,  the  CLEAR  Act  sets  the  United 
States  on  a  path  that  could  ultimately  lead  to  deep 
and  effective  cuts  in  greenhouse  gas  pollution  by 
gaining  the  public's  support  for  a  system  that  works 
for  them  and  not  polluters.  The  cap  and  trade  bill, 
with  all  of  its  exemptions  and  lack  of  consumer 
protections,  does  not  engage  public  involvement  and 
support. 

When  faced  with  these  arguments,  supporters  of  the 
cap  and  trade  approach  often  fall  back  on  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  theirs  is  the  only  legislation  that  could  win 
sufficient  votes  to  be  passed  by  both  chambers  of 
Congress  and  be  signed  by  the  president. 

After  more  than  seven  years  of  trying,  however,  the 
cap  and  trade  legislation  looks  no  closer  to  passing 
the  Senate  than  it  did  at  the  beginning. 

Congress  should  try  a  new  approach.  It  should 
hold  hearings,  debate,  and  ultimately  pass  legisla¬ 
tion  based  on  the  simple  and  fair  principles  in  the 
CLEAR  Act.  The  Cantwell-Collins  bill  itself  does  not 
do  everything  that  scientists  tell  us  the  world  has  to 
do  to  address  the  problem  of  global  warming.  Yet  the 
CLEAR  Act  is  a  good  start  and,  most  importantly,  it 
sets  the  United  States  on  the  road  toward  more  effec¬ 
tive  action.  S 
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INSIDE:  GLOBAL  WARMING:  3  REASONS  TO  ACT  NOW  No.  743,  July/August  2010 

Gulf  Crisis:  What  Response  front  Congress? 


With  millions  of  gallons  of  oil  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
majorities  in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  agree 
that  the  United  States  should  act  to  reduce  depen¬ 
dence  on  oil. 

The  question  is  how  to  act.  Some  congressional  lead¬ 
ers  are  pegging  their  hopes  on  so-called  cap  and 
trade  legislation.  This  system  seeks  to  control  green¬ 
house  gas  pollution  through  a  complex,  stock-market- 
like  trading  system  in  pollution  "credits."  In  the  end, 
polluting  industries  get  millions  more  dollars,  while 
consumers  pay  the  price. 

We  at  FCNL  oppose  the  cap  and  trade  approach  to 
reducing  greenhouse  gas  pollution  and,  instead,  we 
support  bipartisan  legislation  introduced  by  Sena¬ 
tors  Maria  Cantwell  (WA)  and  Susan  Collins  (ME) 
called  the  CLEAR  Act  (Carbon  Limits  and  Energy  for 
America's  Renewal,  S.  2877).  The  CLEAR  Act  would 
require  polluting  companies  to  pay  for  every  ton  of 
pollution  they  generate  and  then  refund  most  of  the 
money  collected  directly  back  to  consumers  in  a  way 
that  helps  low-and-middle-income  families. 


Take  Action 

Write  your  senators  today! 

Urge  them  to  support  the  CLEAR  Act 
introduced  by  Senators  Cantwell  and 
Collins.  This  legislation  sets  a  predict¬ 
able  price  on  carbon  emissions  and 
refunds  most  of  the  money  col¬ 
lected  directly  back  to  consumers. 

Contact  your  senators  at 

www.fcnl.org/CLEAR. 


Tf'o  sponsors  of  the  House  bill  are  the  environmen¬ 
tal  champions  Representatives  Henry  Waxman  (CA) 
and  Ed  Markey  (MA).  Their  bill,  the  American  Clean 
Energy  and  Security  Act  (H.R.  2454),  was  designed  to 
cut  carbon  emissions  by  80  percent  below  2005  levels 
by  2050.  FCNL  worked  with  Congress  to  try  to  make 
improvements  in  that  House  bill  before  it  came  to  a 
final  vote. 
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The  House  Cap  and  Trade  Legislation 

As  of  June  2010,  the  Cantwell-Collins  approach  has 
not  yet  won  the  support  of  the  congressional  leader¬ 
ship  in  either  chamber.  The  House,  congressional 
leaders  point  out,  has  already  passed  a  version  of  cap 
and  trade  legislation,  and  they  believe  a  version  of 
this  legislation  could  pass  the  Senate. 


In  the  end,  the  House  bill  was,  in  our  view,  so  weak¬ 
ened  by  poorly-regulated  offsets,  allowances  to  pol¬ 
luters,  and  other  concessions  that  it  would  not  even 
begin  to  reduce  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from 
fossil  fuels  for  well  over  a  decade. 

One  of  the  biggest  problems  with  the  Waxman- 
Markey  legislation  is  that  it  would  create  permanent 
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